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3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 66-70 and 72-83 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) 66-70 and 72-83 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Status 

1 . Claims 66-70 and 72-83 have been examined. 

Specification 

2. The specification is objected because the term "non-transitory computer-readable storage 
medium" in claims 76-83 is not defined in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. Regarding claim 76-83, claim 76 recites a "non-transitory computer-readable storage 
medium". In the absence of any other modifying disclosure of this limitation in the 
specification, the 'non-transitory computer-readable storage media' is limited to statutory 
embodiments only such that it satisfies the terms of 35 U.S.C. 101. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 66-70, 72-73, and 76-82 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6571239 by Cole et. al. (hereafter Cole) further in view of 
U.S. Patent Application Publication 20040078356 by Mazner et. al. (hereafter Mazner) 
and U.S. Patent 7171349 by Wakefield et. al. (hereafter Wakefield). 



Claim 66 
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Cole discloses: 

"providing a document index for a collection of documents to be searched, the document 
index comprising terms that occur in the collection;"[ See figure 1 and 2. Accordingly, 
providing a document index (figure 1 element 120, keyword index)for a collection of documents 
(figure 1 element 115, repository) to be searched (col. 3 lines 16-17, search engine matches the 
query against the keyword index), the document index (figure 1 element 120, keyword index) 
comprising terms (figure 1 element 120, keywords) that occur in the collection (col. 3 line 21, 
data objects associated with those keywords)] 

"accepting user queries from a plurality of users in a search engine;"[See figure 1 . 
Accordingly, accepting user queries from a plurality of users in a search engine (figure 1 
elements 100-1 10 and col. 3 lines 2-3, a user interface 100 for users to input queries.)] 

"responsively to the queries searching the document index with the search engine to 
identify documents of the collection that satisfy the queries, respectively; and"[ Accordingly, 
responsively to the queries (col. 3 lines 2-3, query) searching the document index (figure 1 
element 120, keyword index) with the search engine (figure 1 element 110, search engine) to 
identify documents of the collection that satisfy the queries, respectively(col. 3 line 21, data 
objects associated with those keywords)] 

"adding the queries to the respectively identified documents as metadata."[See col. 4 line 
3 and col. 4 lines 43-45. Accordingly, "adding" (linking) "the respective queries" (col. 4 lines 43, 
keywords) "to the identified documents" (col. 4 line 3, linking each keyword with the object's id 
returned by the search engine ) "as metadata" (col. 4 lines 44-45, these associations)] 
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Cole does not explicitly disclose "themselves". 

On the other hand, Mazner discloses "themselves" [see paragraph 0018, to aid in the 
location and retrieval of documents, it is useful to both add information (e.g. search terms) to the 
document to enhance searching and to categorize the document into a plurality of categories. 
Accordingly teaching adding queries (search terms) to the respectively identified documents 
themselves (add information to the document) as metadata (added information)] 

Both Cole and Mazner are directed towards search and retrieval of documents. Cole 
disclosed adding search queries as metadata in order to provide for better search. Mazner further 
and more explicitly disclosed that the search queries are actually added to the documents in order 
to enhance search. Both are directed to the same field of endeavor as applicant's invention as 
they both are directed to improving search methods. It would have been obvious to a person of 
an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have applied Mazner's 
disclosure above to the disclosure of Cole for the purpose of enhancing searching and to 
categorize the document into a plurality of categories. Doing so clearly enhances the search. 

Cole and Mazner do not explicitly disclose "ranking the identified documents according 
to respective frequencies of occurrence of terms of the added queries therein" 

On the other hand, Wakefield discloses "ranking the identified documents according to 
respective frequencies of occurrence of terms of the added queries therein"[col. 3 lines 57-64. 
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When an IR user enters a query, the system looks up each query word in the table and records 
which documents contained the query word. Normally each document is asigned a statistical 
measure of relevance, based on the frequency of the query word occurrence, which assists the 
system in ranking the returned documents. For example, if Document X contained a particular 
search term 10 times, and Document Y contained the same term 100 times, Document Y would 
be considered more relevant to the search query than document X. Accordingly, ranking 
(ranking the returned documents) the identified documents (documents) according to respective 
frequencies of occurrence of terms of the added queries therein (based on the frequency of the 
query word occurrence)] 

Cole, Mazner and Wakefield are all directed to search and retrieval of documents. It 
would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have applied Wakefield's disclosure above to the combination of Cole and Mazner for 
the purpose of ranking the documents more relevantly with respect to the query ternis. In doing 
so provides the user with the most relevant document first rather than having to sift through a 
large document set. 

Claim 67 ; 

The combination of Cole, Mazner, and Wakefield discloses in Cole "the step of enhancing the 
document index to include the added queries in the document index."[Accordingly, the step of 
enhancing the document index (keyword index) to include the added queries in the document 
index (col. 4 lines 44-45, associations are then added to the master index or the auxiliary index) ] 
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Claim 68 : 

Cole discloses " enhancing the document index to include the added queries in the document 

index " and hence discloses the document index comprising the added queries. 

Cole and Mazner do not explicitly disclose the document index "including therein the respective 

frequencies of occurrence of terms of the queries" 

On the other hand, Wakefield discloses "enhancing the document index further comprises 
including therein the respective frequencies of occurrence of terms of the queries"[See figure 1 
and col. 3 lines 57-64. When an IR user enters a query, the system looks up each query word in 
the table and records which documents contained the query word. Normally each document is 
assigned a statistical measure of relevance, based on the frequency of the query word occurrence, 
which assists the system in ranking the returned documents. Accordingly, enhancing the 
document index (figure 1) further comprises including therein the respective frequencies (figure 
1) of occurrence of terms of the queries (col. 3 lines 57-64, frequency of the query word 
occurrence).] 

Cole, Maznier, and Wakefield are all directed towards retrieval systems and improvements to 
them thereof. Cole disclosed adding queried terms to an index as can be seen above in col. 4 
lines 44-45. However, Cole did not make much mention in regards to providing the frequency in 
the index regarding the queries. Wakefield disclosed the system wherein the terms of the query 
are counted. The most relevant document being the document containing the most frequent 
query terms to be used. 
Claim 69 : 
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The combination of Cole, Mazner, and Wakefield discloses in Cole "further comprising 
accepting new user queries in the search engine and performing the step of searching a second 
time responsively to the new user queries and using the enhanced document index as the 
document index."[ further comprising accepting new user queries in the search engine (figure 2 
element 201) and performing the step of searching a second time (figure 2) responsively to the 
new user queries (figure 2 element 201) and using the enhanced document index as the document 
index (figure 2 element 220, index keywords matched)] 

Claim 70 : 

The combination of Cole, Mazner, and Wakefield discloses in Cole "further comprising the steps 
of: 

identifying old added queries whose time stamps are older than a predefined value; 
and"[See figure 4 and col. 4 lines 22-39. Accordingly, identifying old added queries (old 
keywords) whose time stamps (date) are older than a predefined value (old and frequency)] 

"removing the old added queries from the document index."[figure 4, delete from index 
and See figure 4 and col. 4 lines 22-39. Accordingly, removing the old added queries (old 
keywords) from the document index (figure 4, delete from index)] 



Claim 72 ; 
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The combination of Cole, Mazner, and Wakefield discloses in Cole "wherein the queries 
comprise phrases" [col. 3 lines 60-61, single words or multi-word phrases]. 

Claim 73 : 

The combination of Cole, Mazner, and Wakefield discloses Cole "wherein the queries comprise 
natural language terminology."[col. 3 line 6, natural language] 

Claims 76-82 

Claims 76-82 contain similar claim language as that of claims 66-70 and 72-73 respectively and 
are therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claim 74 and 83 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 6571239 by Cole et. al. (hereafter Cole), U.S. Patent Application Publication 
20040078356 by Mazner et. al. (hereafter Mazner), and U.S. Patent 7171349 by Wakefield 
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et. aL. (hereafter Wakefield) further in view of U.S. Patent AppUcation Publication 
20040261021 by Mittal et. al. (hereafter Mittal). 
Claim 74 : 

Cole, Mazner, and Wakefield do not explicitly "wherein a language of the queries differs fi-om a 
language of the identified documents." 

Mittle discloses in the abstract queries can be expressed using character sets and/or 
languages that are different from the character set and/or language of at least some of the data 
that is to be searched. Accordingly, wherein a language of the queries (queries can be expressed 
using character sets and/or languages) differs (different) from a language of the identified 
documents (from the character set and/or language of at least some of the data that is to be 
searched). 

Cole, Mazner, Wakefield and Mittal are all directed towards document search and 
therefore all are within the same field of endeavor as applicant's invention. It would have been 
obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
applied Mittal 's disclosure above to the combination of Cole, Mazner, and Wakefield for the 
purpose of allowing various devices to utilize the benefits of the search indices. Devices such as 
mobile phones would be too tedious for query entry, and further typing in different languages 
using ASCII keyboard also would be tedious and slow see 0006 and 0018 of Mittal. 
Accordingly, by allowing different languages to be entered in as queries, it allows for an 
improvement in the over all search process. 
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Claim 83 contains similar limitations as claim 74 and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 66-70 and 72-83 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

A. Applicant's assert that the claim is not disclosed because "adding queries of the 
plurality of users to the documents" is not disclosed 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Cole was used to disclose 
accepting user queries from a plurality of users as seen above, since another user can simply just 
walk up and enter another query. Cole does not explicidy disclose adding queries to the 
documents themselves however does disclose linking the queries to the documents. Mazner 
however disclosed adding the search terms (i.e. queries) to the documents. Both Cole and 
Mazner are directed towards search and retrieval of documents. Cole disclosed adding search 
queries as metadata in order to provide for better search. Mazner further and more explicitly 
disclosed that the search queries are actually added to the documents in order to enhance search. 
Both are directed to the same field of endeavor as applicant's invention as they both are directed 
to improving search methods. It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time the invention was made to have applied Mazner's disclosure above to the 
disclosure of Cole for the purpose of enhancing searching and to categorize the document into a 
plurahty of categories. Doing so clearly enhances the search. 

Furthermore, applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., adding queries 
of the plurality of users to the documents) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, hmitations from the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Ck. 1993). 

B. Applicant's assert that the new limitation of ranking the documents is not 
disclosed. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 66 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record listed on pto-892 and not relied, if any, upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 



Contact Information 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL PHAM whose telephone number is (571)272-3924. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/M. P./ /Cam Y Truong/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2167 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2169 



